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~‘ SUBJECT: , Research ,
PURPOSE 1) Summarize the possible contributions of evaluation

to school televisicn

2) Recommend an evaluation policy féx\AIT
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PREPARED BY: Keith W. Mielke

DATE : September_Z?, 1973

This POLICY BRIEF is provided to assist you in considering how

the Agency for Instructional Television should employ research

in its conduct .of coopérative program projects. After reviewing

| - the brief, you will be asked to recommend a research policy for
use by AIT. g

The AGENCY FOR INSTRUCTIONAL TELEVYSION seecks to strengthen educa-
tion in the United Statés and Cangda. through television and other
technologies. Its primary fuition is to expand and improve the
cooperative develdpgfnt of major program projects.

As an essential part of this unction, AIT operates a COUNCIL FOR
BISTRUCTIONAL TELEVISION. The Council permits you and those with

cern, identify common needs, and make recommendations for imple-
mentation. by AIT,

e
ey
0 " similar interests to consult regularly on matters of mutual con-
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DECISIONaQRIENTED RESEARCH IN SCHOOL TELEVISION

- . VQ
Section I: Background

Y.

'

Introauction .

it takes a variety of talents and é series of coérdinated decféions
to get a television program successfully through the interlocking stages of
planniﬁg,vfunding, production, evaluation, diét;ibution, and utilization.
This.paper deals with the decisions involved in that process, and more
Specificnlly, how research and evaluation can help:imprové thQé? decisions.

There are'two‘brimary obje;tives for this paper: ljlto review what ‘
evaluation-can contribute to schooi ;eievision; and 2) to derive policy
suggestions for such evaluation'programs. - £

The scheme employed here uses four éategories to make distiﬁctions aN
among several kindg‘of evaluation activities: 1) baékgrouﬁd research;
2) . formative research; 3} summative reseg;ch; and 4) policy research.

These categories wiil be defined, and their utility in decision-making will

be discussed. For each category, some dominant policy issues will be presented.\\

Focus on Decision-Making

There is no shortage of literature that examines and contrasts the
procedures, assumptions, and purposes of basic research and evaluation {(or

-

evaluative research).* These issues of similarity and contrast are quite
)

I : o

M~

‘{Q?;:: appénded bibliography, see for examﬁig; Glass and Worthenm (1972) )
Gut ag (1971); Mielke (1973); Falmer (1972}; and Phi Delta Kappa (1971).

» .
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interesting, and debate continues on where “the various boundaries- should be
located. Much of the 'basic vs..applied" research discussion can be avoided
here, howevér, if there is an early agrcement on what the role of research and

" evaluation should be for thi3 organization and the projects it undertakes.

~

A pylicy recommendation that can’serve to bypass much, of the discussion

a

) ~

~ and debate on the ° inctions between basic and applied research is: that

AIT commit €8 neseanch and evafuation resources exclusively to decisdon- ..

1%
’

ortented and product-specijic rescarch, thus not ehgagin&at -all in in-house -

research designed to test general theories or h&potheses. This places top

. . . ' .
priority on meeting the specific decision-making needs of the organization and

excludes from the research mission the objectivé)of making .a contribution to

~new generalizable knawledge.

This should not be interpreted as a lack cf interest in theoretical

I}

developments or a lack of recognition of the eventual utility that AIT can
derive from basic research. It is, however, a proper allocation of resources

for an-organization whose mission is not per 4e academic or even scholarly,

o

but mission-oriented and action-oriented. Schocl television activities

. ~
»

/~ pursued oy—AIT may offer enticing research opportunitiés to scholars Both in
and out éf the organizatibn.“ This may well genefate a variety of overtures
for full or parti;l sﬁénsérship. The récommended attitude here is one of

' support, encouragement, and cooperation, but not as an cfficial AIT activity,
and not ce ducted under the.financial'sponsorship of AIT., Under thigzpoliCy,

appropriate AIT research activities would "generate data that one or more

/ﬁécision«makers should find useful. o - g

.,
.
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This orientation is entirely consistent with-the definition of cvalua-

\ 13

tion proposed by the Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation:

"Evaluation is the process pf delineating, obtainin and providing uscful T~
, . 2 ol :
information for judging decision alternatives.'(p.xxv) ‘This basic definition

‘makes a clean break from the traditional mission of basig rescarch, setting

—TTN

cvaluation on a path of its own. .. -~
: : 3¢
N

- ‘ -

Distinctions among various ‘types of decision-oricnted research

b}

In principle, the domain of decision~oriente§vﬁéEEaR¢h~i&~a§ broad as

i

the/é;;;;n of decisions that must be made. In complicated processes, such uas
- ¢ ‘ B . .

. o L.
developing, producing, and using televised instruq::onal materials, that domain
h

“

N
is broad indeed. Within dccision-oriented research'several distinctions can be

made and several categories defined. For exumple, it may be useful to separate
-La 4 . * .

]

;valuations that should be done by an in-hbuse tcam of researchers from
{evaluations that should be done on cofitract by independent researchers. In
\’\ N ' .

other cases, it may be useful to have chronolcgical categories, such as pre-

produétion, production and post-production research and evaluation.

These category schemes or any other category schemes should be subject

0

to the criterion of utility.” When ithey are not appropriatc for an occision,

they should be modif}ed to become useful} or they should be abandoned.” It is :

b

hopéd that this caveat will remove any sense of finality or reification from the
four~category scheme actually, employed here: 1) background research, 2) formative
research, 3) swimative research, and.4) policy research. It will be argued-

thét.béékgrpund research and formative research should be done by in-house
- personnel, while summative research and at least some kinds of polic& research
should be done by outside, independent'organizations;’1Chrqnologically,

z > ~

) o ) " _ 3 )
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1

background research is piéproduction; fonnétive research is‘done durfng the
production period, whilé summative research (;hdiprobably policy research as
well) would be condﬁcted'after production has ended. -

' Aiready implied in the Qevelopment_pf the four-category array (back-
ground, formative, summative,.ang policy réseafch) is thei;entrglity of thc
'te}cvision production procgéé and the ;pigvisioﬁ prddugH'itsejf (i.e., the

.__program). This is AOnQ in f;ll recognitién'that the terminal objective is not
: ’ : A ’ -
to pfoduce prograns, but to effect learning and'beﬁévior change.  In :hét small

'sector of the total milieu scrutinized here, the television program, the’stimulus,
is the basic point of reference. The chains gf decisions around which the

wvafiqus types of ‘research and evaluation will be developed in this papew are
N o . _ . ’ A o
related digectly to the plahning,'production,'validation and utilization -

of television programs. The center of this small universe is television

{ .

production. ; '
- . : ‘

-Section IT. " The Four Categories
Background Research

<
Ifi we were to run a survey on what school .administrators instinctively

think .of as falling in the domain of instructional television.research and

evalhationJ it would probably show that the activities called\ "background

N » . y } . 1 R R
research” would not be included. ™ A common notion is that researchers and
evalwators come into the picture aft?r the product isfcémplﬁfed to evaluate

. ’ . .
Y
/ C N .-

the performance of that product. This is far too limiting, and indeed

3

. » . 3 3 3 . )
* may not even be the most significant contribution that re-earch and evalua-

\)‘ - N ) ' . ’ .
| 4 - .

\

tion can make. {é\clear stand should be taken to recognize and create



0

opportunities for makinz bettor decisions as a consequence of rescarch and
evaluation inputs. Long before productien is conpleted, indeed before pro-
duction has even begun, systematic resea~th is nceded for thz plethora of

: <
decisions that face the administré&or at *the planning stage

The generic. mission here is to-reduce uncertainty in'fﬁe planning processe
Tt secems appropriate to include within the catugory nf backgrouna research a{-
léast such activitics as the assessment of needs tha; can be addvessed prdpcriy\
via tblcv1“‘on, the assgssment'of a host of audience%or sfudéhtlvariables, the
assesshent of the physical system for production, distribu%iép, and reception,

and fea51b111ty studie. for tentative program 1dea . These are all proper 3

L3

subjects for research contributions thaot are not tied to any parﬁicﬁlar pfogram
or product.. ‘(The-many_simiiaritieé to the proéeéées of marketing research |
Should not go unresognited.) [

1¢ is necommended that background tescarch coueaxng duch activities as
those ‘Listed a,baQ “e LVl/th/‘la/C(’d peﬂmnent@u {nta th M‘/Lu WL(’ of the enrganiza~
tion, 44 pozmxibﬂe;mtl-zefz than gearing up anew 50/"({&_(1& new='p;w jecd .o.le each
new potential source of funding. A modest but sustained effort in this area

should provide a reliable information source to administrative planners on
!

n B r

such questions as:

. 1. What are the perceived curriculum needs?

s

¢. What is thé condition of the distribution svstem?

3, Demograph1cally, what ‘is an accurate description of tbe potential
audience? :

\

@ - -
4. Psychologically, what is the audience attitude structure toward
topics A, B, and C?

5. What reception might we expect for a new series on subject X?

ERIC I
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+  Dozchs of questions of this order can be submitied to empirical ﬁfeatmcnts

designed und administered by a tcam of rescarchers. ‘ K '

I't should he affirmed here (although'it apbiics qquully to all cate
caries of rescarch and evaluation covered in this pupor)‘thut the data from
research gnd evaluation cfforts do‘nOt peA Ae make thQ administrative decisions,
nor do they evcn\dictutc a particufar'conclu%ion or in;crpretation. That is,
rescarch input™is one source of information alongside several sources of
information uqd guidancé éhat the administrator uses. With dr without benet'it

: N .

af research input, the administrator must make decisions; the goal is to

improve those decisions throggh carefully designed background rescarch.

Formative Rescarch

Formative research is the first of the four categories covered here to

invelve a specific program or project, and it should bte nitiated very carly
. : PN -
' . - ) .
in the devglopmental’phase of that program. Formative research is typically

defined in comparison with summative research, as research or cvaluation ad-

minlstcrgd during *the formative stages of a product (a tclevision program in
\ L - ! - : ) ; '
this casc) that provides feedback to the production staff, enabling them to

modify and improve the product before the final production decisions have
becen made. Formative research is pretesting programs carly enoigh in the
process to take corrective action. Summative research, by way cf contrast,

assesses the impact of a program-or series as a whole, comparinpwobscrved

effécts with the effects desired or anticipated (as stated in the bchavioral

goals and objoctiveg). Formative reséarch is to summative research what re-
. - . . L]
peated midcourse guidance and corrective tutoring is to the final grade for

~ L]

ERIC - | :
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‘than an autopsy.

“E

the course. Seen in that light, the importance of the formative research

~

function should be readily apparent.

‘Cont}nuing the aﬁalogy, one can speculate on the most rational decision
in a choice situatiop: if you could onlv have one or the otheé, either repcﬁted
midcourse guidancé and corrective tutoring o4 end-of-course evaluation with
final grade, whicﬂ should you choose? ‘Although onc may Trightly reject the
impo§fffgx of such “either-or'" conditions in reality, the question is
nevertheless instructive for the placement of priorities, and ﬁriorifics
are- required when tﬁé resourées for research gnd evaluaticn are limited, as
tgey always are. The value pdsition taken here is that once the agency
has éom}nitted itself to a school television project, the fop prionity for
reseanch n%ouﬁém should go to foumative nesearnch. There shouid always

'S

be a summative research component of some dimensions, but without an active

s

formative research component, isolated summative research nay be little more

.

- 3

As yoﬁ,already know, production of telqvjsién programs is a complicated
process in whic; innumerablgiassumptions about audience attention, compfe-
hension, and oti.~ reactions must be made. Expeétise ih”thé production
process is.needed.so that a fair share of fhese assumptions will turn oht_
to be correct. ﬁiperience shows, however, that expert judgmenté alone (that'

is, expert predictions of audience reactions) are frequently, whong.

o’ i

Ultimately, there is no substitute for a try-out of the program with repre-

sentative audience members.

Qo o -T-
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In formative research, as in thg other categories, the way to find out

where the research effort should b@ is, at least in large part, to work back

from the decision-making nceds of the person(s) to whom the research results
will be addressed. This search has a logical and a human relations component,

In formative research and cvaluation, thé consumer is the productibn staff and
. ) - :

the decisions are production decisions. The-production staff must be motivated
to make use of the research results; they must be able to understand the research

results;, and the research results must address the production decisions appro-

4
1

. .

priate to that group of consumers.’ Insights into the nature of producers and
: i . I '

production can be used to gencrate guidelines (a) for motivational steps that

-~

can be taken, (b) for the form and‘purpose of research reports, and (c) for the_
type of questions for which data arc sought. ' o

Consider first the motivational issue. Above all, thcre must be mutual

respect, understanding, trust, and goodwill between research and production.

Without dwelling unduly on the theme of being *'nice" to o= another, suftice
. R ’ o ) RS
it to say that this social factor is probably far more critdcal than any .

2 :
methodological or policy factor in determiring suc:ess or failure of a formative

v

research effort. Researchers shouldfunderstand that producers have ego jnvested
in their creations, and it can be threatening to have the program criticized

by the rescarch staff. There is 'ittle hope of getting good data or influencing
& . ) . :

v -
HEY
)

the improvement of producti&ns if goodwill and mutual respect are not in
evidence. . The essential climate of goodwill is quite fragile.
The following practices, witnessed at Children's Television Workshop,

are offered here as policy recommendations for AIT as well: 1) To the maCmi:

El{lC | : | -8~ L | |
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evient possible, the consumer of formative.resedrch should by involved in setting

the formative rescarch agenda. In other words, the producers should specify

what it is they neced to know, and the rescar.hers, i they can, shcald provide

v

relevant data on those issues.- (the: This does U suggest that the rescarch

agenda should be restricted to those question: gencratod rom productron;
N . ' . AN
- . N ad
does state that real ugﬁpmpts should be made tu answer responsilyly any rescarch

B

s

~
question posed by the production i;aff.)
! - 3 ‘- -
2) The fact that research is working in the servic. of pr duction, and
~ . ¢ X ) . . N
not vice versa, means that research performs an advisory function. with the
1 '!:‘P' ) - )

final decision-making power properly belonging to production.
3) ~There should be a continuing-in-house cducative function poing wn
* B 1 R .

s N - . ‘ . EA— .- .
between research and production, each enlightening the other about its special

areas of expertise and how the other party can best use that expertisc.

Consider now the research report. Given the reference to the needs of
v : - ¢ CES

X

decision-makers, there are'implicatyéns both for the content and the style
of formative research reporting. The content must relate to the producer's
actual decisions "(that is, must relate to -things within.the producer's power

' to change). This area of potential change is, of course, program design and

- ’

proddction. Formative research should .specak to‘thoéé still manipulable issues

. .

in program design and production. Amplications -for stylefshould be governed by .

the methodological sophistication of the consumer, the prodgction staff. ‘The

o ’ '
jargon and statistical presentations appropriate for othgr researchers are

usually inappropriate.for producers.

The level of specificity in formative. research reports, with the

focus on specific production decisiors for specific programs,
\ :
v ' . ) - ) %
. . N ° S : P
O ‘ . ,\L ‘ . .
ERIC R S .
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- . - Vs
. N ) : ’ . . ‘ )
votends not to be very relevant to thos: not dirvectly involved n the proicct. o
[ . s v . ’

make these reports interesting to "outside' readers would reguirve considerab. e
g ‘ " . 1 :

rewriting and would change their Furtction. A policy recodmendation is that
formative rescarch reports retain their orvginal purpose of scrving the

decixion need:-of production, wfd not be altered to meet the interests of other
. ' , '
readers. \noopen informagion policy i+ recommepdedd t'%r' all rescarch report-,

N .
. \

‘but only’ for repovts in ‘#heir original form, as prepared for thoir original

'

“ . &
~ . ~ -‘
.. function. , §< . . )
o« . . Sy . ) , & N )
. CAs"Atoxclates to\puogrum design and prbguctidn, formative rescarvch alsq
. 4 -
: -
. Y

" &t : . - - - N - £ N . ..

L has a role to.pthy in the formulation and sclectioNsof objectives.  One pro-
*¥ codure s cfor content experts to statos pp gereral terms what they helievitare
s . < . - . 3 . "_
realistic goals and then for formative rescardh personnel to thansiate 'ahese
£0al A LL e
"o - AR Y -
? gaiatls iftgemeasurable ohicctives,” subicct to approval by thd original ‘tontent
X Ty N . : i

A . Y : . - . * / ¥

expery, The-#@®ility or inability rto devise acceptable hohuvioru/ measares .
13 Sq * N . . .

I 4 - ' L e ° C e i

for dmeneral=gonls mav well he a significant criterion in’deciding whether or

g0 ¥owe 8 ! §

not to include thut;konl in the mission for the program. Larly pro-testing N

M .
.
[ - .

on ‘the achicvabilitv of certain objectives could wlso influence the design

[ ) ? . 4
b7

: of the pyrogram. L ﬁ ‘ ’

. S . .. S . .
As wildl be 'discussed shortly, joperationally detined ohjectives are als=o

» )
. . . . N - {F‘
an ossenf\sl part of the summative rescarch overation, where, the intefest is
- . R )
. > 0 ) . P e -
; not in pr?@fnm design and improvement, but. ip determining the degree t¢ which
: S - .

- v .

the objectives were met.  Although functionally

- ‘ 2

*some interplay between 'formative and summatj

quite distinct, there dan be
© rescarch.

@ - L . .
In general, however, ‘the formative“fjescarch wenda should be distinet
‘- ~ e 0 ! ’ . t . n . ,' » . . .. .
hecaust.of its dnmprovement orientation, that is, its concentration on the
p - s Iy k
Q . o L : o P ! *
ERIC | “10- : .
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domain- of manipulable factors under the control of production. Of course, the

production staff must be concerned with the asscssment of behavioral objec-
’ .. g o
tives, but a final "report card" on how well the program performed may offer

.

no insight whatsoever on how to improve it the next time around (if therc ever

is to be a next time). Many formative researcl questions will tend to resemble

closely. the questions a good producer-director ‘would be naturally considering
anyway in the design and production process -- e.g., |s this enough reference (f”f\

to the previous programs for the students to make the logical connections to ¢
this program? Will the students-detect the subtlc humor in the closing scene,

or will that be confusing to them? Given a battery of such questions, it should

be evident that, to be Tesponsive, considerable methodological ingenuity and

.

variety are required on the part.-of the. in-house formative research staff. 1I£

L A N

48 hecommended that both bachgnound ncéaancl a;d formative 1eAaanch be conducted
by in-howse reseanch Ataﬁo, se ns&cavc to the pa&ttouﬁa1 needs of AIT and comm&tted

© to Long-term good neﬂaixonah&pé th/ AIT personnct. With formative research

responsive to the real needs of production, production can be an enthusiastic

\ -

supporterAQnd consumer of research.

- _ . S

Summative Research . ' '

As defined earlier, summative research assesses the extent to which a

y
-

b

program (or series) has reached 1ts objectives. Summative research probably

“a

resembles the,most common expectation of What research and evaluation is about.
It is conducted because decision-makers need overall performance data. Did

. N ~ . . - .
I spend my money wise;yz Does this program merit additional funds for revision?

Shéuld this program be scheduled for nexf‘year? ‘These are decisions that need

the summative research cutput. .

AN

¢
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3 -

: : b c
~Typically, many of the consumers of summative research are outside the, -

organization A recommended policy is that aﬂﬂ summative research 60& ouISLde

P

conAumenA be conaucted bg nebeanch gnoupA outside AIT, fon nca&oné of defac1cd.,~"'

Objeci&ULfy and c&ed&b&ﬁttg It is further recommended that Zhe design and

”meaAunang LnsLruments fon. aﬂt contnacted Aummat&ue neécanch should bc appnuued

N
4inst by’ tn-houbc AIT admtntatnatoné to insude that a££ ncﬁeuant OijCI&UGA

aﬂe;meabu&ed Ain an apphop&&ate,mannen. After AIT has approved the research

o 4
procedures, the out51de research agency should be autonomous

«

-

- Unfo;tunately, 1t is- st111 too common to find 51tuat10ns where summatlve

research is an afterthought. Researchers ‘have had to resort to.monitoring

. . N . . R

a‘completed'program,'inferring what the objectives or producer's intent must

h%ve been, and then writing summative evaluation items on that basis. This
i ._' !
_”shoold not happen. The plannlng of summatlve research should beg1n as soon.
as the planning'for the program beglns. If thgre are to be‘pre-test/pOSt-test
. comparisons as oaft of»the summative research,fit is obvious‘that the research"

must be in the field before the first airing.
: . )

There are.arguments-for incorporating standardized instruments into - -
summative research and arguments against. Supportive arguments include:
° a) You tﬁereby get a measuring instrument that has been field tested'

- b) You have a common basls on which the performance "of other groups can be
- compared; and Lo . ‘
. ! : -
. c) There"are national norms established for many-of these instruments.

Arguments agalnst standardlzed 1nstruments include:

a) Many of them are no: deslgned as a measure of program effects,
A\
b). There is ‘some poss1b111ty that an e§}st1ng instrument could influence the
curriculum by ta110r1ng the objectives to fit the 1nstrument and
a : '
~c) Most importantly, standardized’ tests_may have mln;maL overlap with the

.

e Y

-12-



koA : ‘ b AN
. . _ . _ . : _
total configuration of program objettives. This hurts in' two ways: for content
on the test but not covered in the program, there will be no demonstrable effect
of the program. - For content on the program but not on the test, significant °
effects could go:ﬁnmeasured

Thg necommendazton L5 that oniginal instuments be used to Lnsure precise

‘neflection oﬂ.nhognam objectivess ~ S -

-

’ o e . - I .
. Some objectives are easier to measure than others, and there may well be

understandable pressure to lean toward the more readily measured outcomes in the
prograﬁ'design. One can invoke the argument that if the objective can't be ;
; - . |

specified, tHen it has, noﬂplace in the program or the research. Such a hard-nosed;
& . » .

f
p051t10n coqld limit the curr1cu1um-goals te the capatlty of the art¥and science

(‘ -
of measurement. For telev151on&1which has a marvelous ublllty to communicate /

w

non-verbal inforj ion and to involve people emotionaliy, this wpuld be an

f
unfortunate limi_atien. Reasonable men. and womern shouid.WQrk out on a case-by- - /A
- .“ . \ i I .
,case basis the best compromise between two dcsirable qutcomes: rigor of measure-=

ment . and eifloitatien of}the thential of‘thé televiiﬁon medium. It might, forYM
ehample,'be reasOnable to require, behavioral measnreé for dghajority of the g'Q .
vﬂ:;ﬂesireg outcomes, with other objectives being alléw d far less rigor. 'EVen an f

“occasional shot i:Ltgeﬂdarh with ro measurement whatsoever shculd not be preciuﬁed;

It should be noted. that a greater abillty on the part of reseaichers to measurd

-

the more e1u51ve outcomes (affectlve uarlables for example) would facilitate:

Lo —

their formai incorporation into various curricula. If A%T is ever inclined,

contrary to an earlier recommendation, to sponsor basic research, then such\ -
. N \,\ Lo ’ > '- . ‘s . . . ) «» ' -
measurement research would be an excellent investment. ) . /

After recognizing and supporting combletely the'SQientific values of f >
f‘gor, clarlty, prec151on, re11ab111ty, validity, and, the 11ke, one must alsL '

-

recognize thatnmost research even the best research compromlses downward from i

. the Ibfty ideal. With great resourcés some compromise will be necessary, and

|
[c

N
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with limited resources, compromise is unavoidabgq: In decision-ortonted
research, one frequently is in the position cf being able to increase the rigor

of a study for a few thouSand dollars more, but then deciding as a matter of

priorities in resource allocation that the return is not worth the investment.

How far downward one can compromise’aﬁd still 'find utility in the data is a

value judgment that should be made on a case-by-case basis. Again, the operative
criterion is wti€ily in the decision:making process. Freqhently, the options
availabie are to make the decision &ith no data at all or to make the decision
with: lata that.are-considerably compromised from the ideal. In such a situation
it iS5 not uncommon_for ;easohable pgoplé to prefer some data over no data at

all. The research data combine with.whatever othey formal and informal inputs

/
N

the decision-maker can muster to infloence the analysis and the conclusion.

AN

Policy Research ‘ ' ) . . %

Policy research, the last of the four categories of decision-oriented
- \/.“ . . : .
research to be covered here, will be easier to discuss if subdivided into two

parts: (a) policy researcﬁ tailored to the/policy—making needs of AIT; and (b)
policy research tailg;ed to the policy-making needs of larger societal and \

governmental units.

The organizational machjrzry required for on-ycing background research,

S,
recommended i~ ‘arlier - ie o ' a150 ne*i.cal for serving
AlIT's po}i 2kv- o needs. owckge o =1 h, cae Jdata ~ould nelp lay ﬁhe
groundwork v ;ntul?"' Lo iomoies o9 apet.fin schosl el sisoen materials. As
win-psve s pelicy revi lg*‘ © w2 coudd help previde - halis for the sus-

t:.ined rcview, 0¢-firation, and cr.ation of general AT olf.y. The two uses

-~

O
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~ Of ‘'research data are, of course, highly intprrelated. The policy research*does_

) .\

not generate pOllCY, it generates data that top level admlnfstrators should

\\ find useful in pollcy areas Tha non- exhaustlve aoenda suggested for background .

r

\research is equally Well su1ted‘for policy- maklng ‘needs. .

R

In brlcf rev1ew, the suggested areas were assessment of‘needs ‘of "audience

var1ablec (both demographic and psycholog1ca1), and of phy51ca1 system var1ab1es

{production, distribution, receptlon), and fea51b111ty studles for, program 1deas.

LAt a somewhat ‘higher level of- abstraction, these activities can be thought of

as a form of sustained system monitoring combined with predictive>5imulation

.

models. System monitoring should yield multi-faceted status reports on the

_ 3 : N ~
system 1in which AIT operates. In program'planningi'predietive Simulation models
) N
’ S~

'should bring to bear log1c and eV1dence in predlcting the consequences of spendlng

resources before.actually comm1tt1ng the reséurces. In policy de11berat1on:

‘

4 - . A}

pred1ct1ve s1mu1atlon model's should\§r1ng to B\ar log1c and ev1dence in pred1ct1ng

“the future status of the system

B Con51der several hypothetlcal (but 1t LS hoped plau51b1e) policy issues.

.
<

The value of researchylnput should be self- ey1dent S y

<

”To what extent i/guld AIT d1Vers1fy 1ts med1a products sver the next

N

. fifteen years?" Predictions on the future'status of the system would obviously

[ . T

- \ i . . . .
Y _be required here for the decision-making process. '"How will the needs of the
- school systems change?" 'How will technological deveiopments affect AIT?" And

so forth.

~

”What are thevmajor factors, ‘the conVergence of which should cause AIT to‘

~

undertake productlon act1v1ty and the non- convergence of which should prec;ude AIT

_rnvolvement?" Respon51b111ty for such blockbuster pollcy issues re51des with _
‘ ’ - . . .

e
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the administratiyve decision-maker, but he or she should Find it most usctul
N . . . t

. S L N .
to be able to check out empirically at least some of the multitude of

)

assumptions that feed into such d:liberations.

' The rescarch staff and the administrator should cooperate in hrchk?ﬁk down

‘
y \

the big policy guestions intd relevant questions .that can be answered. the
question "What should a rational person know before settirg policy on this

complicated issuc?" should gonoTuto,n host of items, . some of which can, and

same of which cannot, rcasonably be assigned to rescarch.

. : . . . q e o T .

fhe policy needs of socictal units that involve ALT aftivities are another
matter.  AIT should Be o cooperative participant in contrikutirg whatever it

. A 3 . . . .
can to these other "outside'™ policy issues coming from responsiyle agencies, hut

would not uctually conduct the research. Presumably, AIT woul have a clear

- . . .l,
position and would servﬁ\q§rﬂg/;%%ocateg for example, in government considornraonj
% * \ . -

of the role of edudational (edia fbr the next decade. 1In unother policy sectting,
\ . . ) :
AIT could share relevant experience as an expert vitness (as, for example, in

°

s . L '
some state's deliberations about the pros -and cons of sex cducation in the ™
schools, or emotional health in the sqhools). In another setting, ALT may simply

provide data, as for example, in response to a UNEﬁCO syrvey.

. 2

Because of the impact of television and its multitude of effects (and side
-a ,—/" s ) ’
effects) -- some of which are considered positive and Somc ncgative, some of-

L

which are intended and some unintended, some controllablc, some uncontroilable --

thie AIT areas of activity will inevitably Brush against po{icy issues in a o+

«

 varicty of other/agencies and organizations. Thesec encounters offer opportunitics

¢ v . -~ v
for positive influence in a rather wide spectrum of policy. - >
’ N
, i PPN
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.+ Séction III: Policy Recommendations T e
- . t 'a

I have tried to broaden the typr\al conceptlon oﬁ/the role of research

and evaluat1on in Telev1sed 1nstruct1on to 1nclude research inputs % a var1ety\

'
3

of points in the system. By going under thevrubrlc of dec1slon—or1ented
research ahvariety of othervelements tend}érﬁlow logically from such +a

4
’startlng po1nt. 1dent1f1catxon of regearch problems, the ch,ﬂﬁels of commun1ca-

tlon, the cha1n of cbmmand the consumer of research reports, the delineation

of mean1ngfu1 d1st1nctrons among %ypes of reseqjg\\and evaluation, and the '

o

spec1f1cat10n of research obJect1ves to 11st a few.
- < . « .
Research methodology was not con51dered at a11 and a variety of termino-

-

log1ca1 1ssueo and terrltorlal dlsputes were»51mp1y bypassed and’ left for another
‘day.. The purpose of the paper was to reV1ew/d1scuss the areas in wh1ch research

and evaluatlon could make positive contr1but1ons/to AIT, and to‘drscuss some of
\ the polrcy issues;that relate to these potentiay/contrihutrons.. For all such
. S o _
xib’//’issues, there is'a»recommended positionszr §our consideration and discussion.
| In-iso}atec form, here is a summary list of research polity recommendations;f
. o . © St
most of which were covered in the precéging text. '5 o

. . .o .
: . . L
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1. Eaé\ﬁg AIT ac/t/éw',té s hould 'ha\{é a nésewich -and evaluation component.

2. AIT should nesitrnict its heseanch effonts o deu’zsion—olz_'iented cuig

pnoduct-épeCiééc;neéeangh and - evaluation. 4A11 should Looperate with but

&
’ ~ . '-.'

inpt sponsor basic or theoretical research. If, for whatGer reasons, AIT .

does decide to invest in basic research this research should be 1n areas

that have hlgh probab111ty of practlcal pay off, such aé in new measure-

ment methods to index non= cognitive effects ' ; %

+ \ -

-

3. Backgnaund /LQAQCULCh and An- howse po&cy /Le/sea/tch Ahou,ed be,
&

cvsmbwh:ed as a pe/zmanen/t and w,teg/wdi pa/z,t 06 AIT, Manécendmg specdfic

: l; . . o
‘profects. . . ot L _ o
4. Fo/una,twe /LQAea)ch'l should be conduciéd by an m—ho’wse /LQAQCULCh

[ 4
Mfaﬁﬁ, wonk,cng in the Aejwzcce 04 pﬁoduc,twn, and O/Lgaxuza/tcona&@y Aubolwl,cna/te

Zo pnoduct&on' A prerequslte to app01nt1ng ploductlon dec1§10n maker%

¢
-

°

' »should be thelr w1111ngness to work w1th formatlve Tesearch in the 1mprove—
. . : ¢ i s
ment of the.productzm' ‘ ' ot

Unce AIT us commd;ted to. a pnoduc/uwn profect, top puwu,tg 50/1

/LQ/,'squLCf’L /Le/sou/me/s Ahou,ﬁd go to 60/um1;we /LeAchLcI , - ’
6. The/ae Ahou,é’_d aﬁ»ay»s be Aome “foum 06 Aummwtwe /LQAea)l.Ch bu,t 5und,mg

b}

he}ce is Aecondcuw 10 a quality 50/‘Lma/twe /LeAeafch program. ' /

.

|

-7. ALL /LQAQCULCh. and evw@umon A5 Zo be judged by the w/te/uon 05

_mwtg m :the various decwswnvma!ung p/‘LoceAAeA " This uti 11ty will be

s s

enhanced if the consumer can be 1nvolved in settlng the spec1f1cat10ns for




This holds ;for all four.categorles

S
]
N !
f

the research and evaluation projects

of research discussed in this paper

Summaave reseanch fon owtude comumpi;wn Ahouﬂd be wsugnea’ on
Control over the de51gn

8.
com‘/me,t Zo ou,taute competent research groups.
. i
\of the summative research'and the instruments used should remain 1; house
W1th AIT, but once approved the out51de group should be autonomogs
I .
. i

a
A
\

In the vast majornity of cases, oniginal research &nét@qmenié nather
. p K

y

than standandized tests should be employed 6on formative and summative nesearch
i :

Bzﬂone wﬁ’onmauon oéﬁ&ce/us /re,ﬁeazse O)L quote from /LE/SQGULC.h 6Lnaﬁcng/5

10,
5on pubac,etg pu/LpO/SQA (no ma,ttm whe,then backgiwund 6oluna,twe /5ummcutwe
on poﬁ&cy neﬁeanch A ¢nvo£ved) a neAponA&bKe neéeanch oéﬁ&ce& houﬂd _
approve zthe nelease f.o uusw‘w_ *that the Lnterphetation bung conveyed: 4/5 in

. ":/

gok connect and Auppofu‘.o_d by the da,ta

\ T : '
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